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ARMENIA IN THE FOURTH CENTURY. 
AN ATTEMPT TO RE-DEFINE THE CONCEPTS 
. «ARMENIA» AND « LOYALTY» * 


In spite of the extensive work which has already been lavished 
on Armenian history during the period of the Christian Arsacids, 
and which has elucidated a number of problems in the fourth and 
early fifth centuries, many of the aspects of this era still remain 
controversial and incomprehensible. The chronology, hinging to a 
considerable degree on the date of the official Christianization of the 
country, continues to be revised1. The evidence of Classical and 
Armenian sources often disagrees radically both in fact and in inter- 
pretation. Finally, the tone of the Armenian sources themselves 
varies considerably in the accounts of this period. In particular, the 
antagonism displayed by the Armenian historians toward the royal 
Arsacid house, especially toward Arshak II and Pap, becomes all 
but inexplicable if we are to read them as national histories ?. 

' Several factors have often conditioned earlier studies of this period. 
First and foremost, as must inescapably occur, our point of view has 


* The Russian version of this article appeared in Lraber (Social sciences), ire 
1971, n° 3, pp. 65-62. 

These articles were written during my year’s release from teaching duties made 
possible by a Senior Fellowship from the National Endowment for the Humanities 
and by my participation in the exchange program between the American Council of 
Learned Societies and the Academy of Sciences of the U.S.S.R. I should like to take 
this opportunity to express my heartfelt gratitude to all concerned. 

1 Cf. e.g. N.H. Baynes, t Rome and Armenia in the Fourth Century», English Hist- 
orical Review, XXV (1910), repr. in Byzantine Studies and Other Essays (London, 1955) ; 
P. PEETERS, « Le début de la persécution de Sapor d’après Fauste de Byzance», Revue 
des études arméniennes, I (1920), and « L'intervention politique de Constance IT dans 
la Grande Arménie», Académie Royale de Belgique. Bulletin Classe dea Lettres, XVII 
(1931), both repr. in Recherches d'histoire et de philologie orientare, 2 vols. (Brussels, 1951) ; 
H. MANANDIAN, Critical Survey of the History of the Armenian People (in arm.), vol. IT] 1 
(Erevan, 1957); P. ANANTAN, « La data e le circostanze della consecrazione di S. Gregorio 
Hluminatore, Le Muséon, LX XXIV (1961); M. van ESBROECE, «Chronique», Analecta 
Bollandiana, LXXX (1962); N. Garsotan, t Quidam Narseus — A note on the Mission 
of St. Nersés the Great», Armeniaca (Venice, 1969); et al. - 

2 N. Garsofay, « Politique ou orthodoxie ? Arménie au, quatrième siècles, Revue 
des études arméniennes, N.S. IV (1967). . 


I 


342 


been coloured if not dictated by that of the Armenian sources. The 
very closeness of some of these sources to the events which they describe 
has tended to make us forget that they are never contemporary, 
albeit P. Peeters long since warned us that the world of fifth century 
Armenia was very different from that of the preceding century °. 
Consciously or unconsciously, the picture presented by Moses of 
Khoren or is that of their own ideals : of a single, unified Armenia 
facing the overwhelming threat of Zoroastrian Persia. They speak 
of a single kingdom, often betrayed by evil naxarars such as MeruZan 
Ardzruni, the prototype of the arch-traitor Vasak Siwni; they stress 
the unity of the Armenian Church, even where this leads them into 
contradictions 4; they disregard the deep Iranian strain in Armenian 
society and institutions, and, except for the introductory section of 
« Agathangelos », prefer to forget that the Armenian Arsacids were the 
last and clearest representatives of Parthian legitimism against the 
Sasanian usurpers 5. Whether or not such a picture is accurate for the 
fifth century need not concern us at this moment, what matters here 
is that it obscures the reality of the fourth century when Armenia 
was neither single, nor united, nor altogether foreign to the Persian 
world. 

In more recent times, the very scholarship which has reminded us 
that the ancient authors with whom we are dealing were all ecclesias- 
tics, and as such spokesmen of the point of view of the Church, has 
reinforced the subconscious assumptions which we have inherited 
from the nineteenth century on the separation of Church and State. 
Moreover, despite the repeated demonstrations that these historians 
are to be associated with _ certain houses and their particular 


' interests, we still tend to read their works as « Histories of Armenia» 


substituting a geographical and national image for the ethnikon 


8 PEETERS, « L’intervention de Constance II ... », Recherches, I, pp. 242-243. 

4 Cf. e.g. Faustus Byzant., History of Armenia [F.B.], III, xiv on the relations of 
St. Gregory and Daniel of Tarawn and the status of the church of Ashtishat, also 
Ibid., V, xxvi, xxvii; VI, vii, xvi. (In Armenian). 

5 « Agathange», History of Armenia, i. The implications of the assumption by the 
Armenian Arsacids of the leadership of the family after the failure of the senior line 
in Persia have never been sufficiently taken into consideration. Not only was Xosrov 
obligated to assume the blood feud for his murdered kinsman Artawan, but he had to 
abide by the customs and traditions of the Iranian royal house both in recognizing the 
hereditary rights of the naxarars, thus hindering any centralization of the kingdom, 
and in marita] customs which ran counter to the new Christian morality. 

* Add "P‘awstos Buzand" after "Khoren or", _ 
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2ujng (Hayoc‘). This, though nationalism is hardly a medieval 
concept either in the East or in the West. 

In the light of the difficulties which continue to bar our full under- 
standing of this crucial period of Armenian history, and of the failure 
of earlier scholarship to find acceptable solutions to them, the question 
of the methodology employed hitherto must perforce arise, and with 
it the far more serious aspect of the casting of the entire problem. 


The time may have come to free ourselves from some of the implicit | 


guide-lines of our work, or at least to review their validity. It is in 
this connexion that I should like to query very briefly our approach 
to the history of Armenia in the fourth century, the content of the 
accepted terminology, and its subconscious assumptions. There can, 
of course, be no question in the present space of reviewing the entire 
vocabulary which we have adopted, nor of engaging in an investig- 
ation of even a minimal part of the problems which still beset us. 
But, as a trial case, a limited re-examination of the crucial conceptual 
terms « Armenia» and «loyalty», no longer according to our own 
accepted lights, but in the sense in which the contemporaries perhaps 
understood them, may prove of some profit for further investigations. 


* k % 


The detailed analysis of Nicholas Adontz in his Armenia in the 


Period of Justinian has made it entirely clear that from the early 


fourth century « Armenia» consisted of a number of separate units : 
the kingdom of the Arsacids in the north with its capital shifting 
from Artashat to Dvin; the autonomous Satrapies of the south, which 
had passed into the Roman orbit as a result of the peace of A.D. 298; 
and the cis-Euphratine province of Armenia Minor, which had long 
been part of the Empire. Later in the century, with the partition of 
387, the picture was complicated still further by the creation of an 


Armenia Interior composed of the northern trans-Euphratine pro- 


vinces which had become Imperial under the terms of the new treaty °. 
Similarly, the ecclesiastical divisions of Armenia into several spheres 
of influence, and particularly the alternation, if not the rivalry, of 
the katholikoi from the Gregorid and Aïbianid houses have been 


6 N. Apontz, Armenia in the Period of Justinian, N. Garsoïan tr. (Louvain-Lisbon, 
1970), pp. 7-74; cf. C. Toumanorr, Studies in Christian Caucasian History (Georgetown, 
1963), pp. 133 et sqq. 


HI 


IH 


344 


traced 7. These facts are thoroughly familiar to most scholars, and 
yet, their implications have not always been carried through into 
their interpretations. The tendency remains to treat fourth century 
Armenia as a single religious and political unit, as a toponym with 
an invariable, unified content identified with the northern Arsacid 
kingdom. 

The most striking case of this oversimplification occurs in relation 


to the Euphratine Satrapies which are normally treated as mere 


satellites of the Arsacid crown with no life of their own. Such is the 
version of the Armenian sources, which never acknowledge their 
existence, although it is clearly underscored in both literary and legal 
Classical texts 8. Yet from their inclusion into the Roman world, 
the Satrapies were accepted by the Empire at the level of civitates 
foederatae liberae et immunes, that is to say, they were totally auton- 
omous at least until the end of the fifth century, if not to the period of 
Justinian himself °. Only their foreign policy had to be coordinated 
with that of the Empire, but their hereditary satraps commanded 
their own military contingents, they paid no tribute or taxes, and 
the regalia which they received from Constantinople on their accession 
included the symbolic purple shoes of Imperial power 10. In Roman 
legal tradition such privileges were never lightly granted, they were 
the prerogatives of only fully sovereign states, and the extension 
of them to the Satrapies at such a late date as 298, that is to say in a 
period when this special and centrifugal status was rapidly disappear- 
ing from the Empire at large, is the clearest possible indication of 
their importance in Roman eyes despite their relatively limited 
territorial size. Consequently, we may not assume a priori that the 

7  ADONTZ, op. cit., pp. 269-275; E. Tzr-Mnvasstanz, Die armenische Kirche in ihren 

Beziehungen zu den Syrischen (Leipzig, 1893), pp. 4-29, et al. 
` 8 AMMIANUS MARĊELLINUS, The Surviving. Books of the Histories, J.C. Rolfe ed. 
(London-Cambridge, Mass., 1950), XXX, i; Procorius, On Buildings, H Dewing ed 
(London-New York, 1914), IIT, i, 17; CJ, I, 29, 5; Novellae, XX XI, 1,3 

-9 Procorrus, Buildings, III, i; of Toumanorr, op. cit., pp. 133, 170-172. 

10 Procorrus, Buildings, ILE, i, 17-27; Toumanorr, op. cit., pp. 134, nn. 233-235; 
174, n. 106. On the freedom from taxation, see also the decree to Gaddana satrap of 
Sophené, C.Th. XII, 13, which may stipulate for the aurum coronarium which was 
always a « munus voluntatis », but for no more. Cf. Ibid., XX, 13, 1. The status of the 
Satrapies on this score did not alter before A.D. 496 or even 502. On this point and on 
the status of Armenia Interior, see ADONTZ, op. cit., p. 411 n, 33a; TOUMANOFF, op. cit., 


. pp. 131- 135, 171-175, 194-197, A. Jo The Later Roman Empire (Norman, Okla., 


1964), I, pp. 158, 228.229, 281. 
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relationship of the Satrapies to the northern kingdom of Arsacid 
Armenia was necessarily that of subordinates, let alone subjects. 

For all of his Parthian royal blood, Trdat I had also received his 
crown from the hands of a Roman emperor 1, The regalia of the 
kings of Armenia may have included the pearl diadem of the Persian 
rulers, but it was in no way distinguished from the one to which the 
satraps were entitled in the later period 12. As late as A.D. 185 Roman 
troops had been stationed in northern Armenia, and the arrogant 
behaviour of the Imperial officers Terentius and Trajan in the days 
of Pap is painfully evident 13. Most important of all, we know from 
both Armenian and Classical sources that the Armenian kingdom con- 
tinued to pay taxes to the Roman Empire until at least A.D. 358, 
that is to say for more than half a century after the Satrapies had 
enjoyed total fiscal immunity :4 For Rome, at least, the inequality 
of status was self-evident. 

We need not, of course, accept the Roman evaluation of the situ- 
ation as correct, nor have I any wish to underestimate the importance 
or autonomy of northern Armenia in this period, but a recognition 
of the significance of the réle of the Satrapies must carry as a corollary 
the acceptance of the complicated political pattern of fourth century 
Armenia oversimplified by the later sources. It raises the question 
whether the portrait of MeruZan Ardzruni, whose family was associ- 
ated with Sophené, and the other naxarars as mere traitors to their 
_ Arsacid overlord are not tendentious attemps to disguise the legitim- 
ately independent policy of the Satrapies. It supports the well known 
religious and cultural division of « Armenia» into Greek and Syrian 
spheres. Finally, it forces us to reconsider the sense in which the 
toponym « Armenia» is used by contemporary sources, whether by 
native historians, or in the Letters of St. Basil of Caesarea, or again 


11 Tacrrus, Annales, XV, vi-xvii; xxiv-xxix; xxxi; XVI, xxiii-xxiv; Dro Cassius, 
History, LXIII, i-vii. The obsequious tone of Trdat III’s letter to Diocletian cited 
below, note 20. does not augur well for the autonomy of Armenia Magna. 

12 Dio Cass., XXXVI, lii, 3,4 ... Tov pèv yàp xırðva Tov ueadAeuxov «ai Tov Kavduv 
tov duondphupoy éčéðv ri dé ù riépay Tó Te dvddmua elyev... », cf. TOUMANOFE, op. cit., 
‘P. 134 nn. 233-235. | 

18 CIL, III, 6052 for the stationing of a vexillatio of the XV legion Apollinaris at 
Kainé Polis = Vagharshapat in A.D. 185. Cf. F.B., V, xxxii for the presence of Roman 
troops in Armenia under Pap. 

14 Moses of Khoren, History of Armenia, III, xxi; C.Th., XI, 1, 1. Cf. GARSOÏAN, 
Revue des études arméniennes, IV, pp. 304-305, and Armeniaca, pp. 166-157. 
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in the Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius 15. For, if the Satrapies may 
be considered as sovereign Armenian states, is it altogether impossible 


that it is to their early conversion, attested by Eusebius, and not to 


that of the northern kingdom that the traditional description of 
« Armenia» as the first Christian state refer? In such a case, the 
problematic date of the Christianization of Armenia may well take 
on a new solution 16, 

The second concept which I should like to consider here in its 
implications for Armenian history is that of «loyalty» (fides). In a 
crucial passage in the History of Ammianus Marcellinus the author 
bewailing the abandonment of the Armenian kingdom to the Persians 
in A.D. 364 expresses particular indignation because of the faith- 
fulness always displayed by Arshak II to Rome, « ...amic[us] nobis 
semper et fid[us]...»17. This loyalty of the Armenian king to the 
Empire is underscored on the other hand by the curious passage in 
the History of Faustus Buzant. in which Arshak II alternately 
feigns devotion to Shähpuhr II and reveals his innate antagonism to 
the King of kings 18. As I have already had the occasion to show 
before, the religious policy of the Armenian Arsacids from the accession 
of Tiran in 338 to the death of Pap, if not later, followed every twist of 
the Imperial Arianizing policy, a decision which brought them into 
open conflicts with the patriarchs of the Gregorid house, who remained 
inflexible in their Athanasian orthodoxy, and which may well have 
cost Pap his life 1», Even before the conversion of Armenia, a Letter 
of Trdat III to Diocletian, preserved in one of the Greek versions of 
« Agathangelos», expresses the devotion of the Armenian king to the 
Emperor in both political and religious terms 2°, 


15 S. BASILE, Lettres, Y. Courtonne ed. (Paris, 1961), II, cxx, 25-26. To be sure 
St. Basil is probably refering to Armenia Minor, and yet it is noteworthy that this 
letter is adressed to Meletius of Antioch and that its apologetic tone suggests that 
the supervision of the part of Armenia in question belonged to the bishop of Antioch 
and that Basil of Caesarea was trespassing on his colleague’s jurisdiction. EUSEBITS 
oF CAESAREA, Ecclesiastical History, VI, xlvi, 2,4... Kai rots xard "Appeviay woatrus 
mepi peravoias émoréMer dv émoxémeue Mepoutdvns ». Cf. ADONTZ, op. cit., pp. 270-271. 

16 Cf, the preceding note for the evidence of Christianity in the Satrapies by the third 
century if not before. I shall return to the relationship between the Satrapies and the 
Christianization of Armenia in another study. 

17 Am. Marc., XXV, vii, 12-13; cf. XX, xi, 1. 

18 P.B., IV, liv. 

19 Garsotan, Revue des études arméniennes, N-S., IV, pp. 297-320. 

20 4 Agathange», Vg § 40, in G. Ganirrs, Documents pour l'étude du livre d’Aga- 
thange (Vatican, 1946), p. 37,« ‘O 8è Tipeddrns dvreypdder abrot oðrws : ‘Abroxpdrops xaicaps 


ARMENIA IN THE FOURTH CENTURY 347 


It is equally interesting to note from the Persian side that the 
Christian bishops of Iran invariably stress in fulsome terms their 
loyalty to the Persian crown, open their councils with prayers for 
the welfare of the Zoroastrian ruler, and dissociate themselves form- 
ally from the authority of the Church fathers further to the West, 
as Nestorianism becomes the official creed of Persian Christianity 
early in the fifth century 24. The persecution of Christians in the Sas- 
anian Empire does not begin before 339 22 and it tends to die out, 
at least for non-Iranians, by the mid-sixth century *°. The theologians 
of the Nestorianizing School of Edessa closed by the emperor Zeno 
prefer to flee from the Imperial possessions and establish themselves 


Pace? “Pœuaiwv Avoxrnriav@ Tipeddrys Baoweds Meyans "Appevias. ° Ex veapâs fAuwias 
rap” duiv tpadets Kai madevbeis, kal Ts marpuxiÿs BaoiÂelas évrôs yerdpevos, xaipwv re 
trois Beoîs trois sw@lovaw To muérepoy Kpäros dua rois én” cue ovor, PdeAvocopas Sè rods Aeyo- 
pévous ypiariavoës. Maddov Sè mpoohiÀÿ pot ôvra Upnydpisy twa karmaôdknr radevbévra 
Tà Tay xporiavey Séypara Bacavias Oavérw mxpordrw mapédwra, euBaddy ev Adkkw čvða 
Spdxovres oikoôvres tods Ballouévous xareobiovaw. Kai viv, Sdarora Bactlet, Spdow 7a 
ke}evobéyra pot perà omovdis re Kai mpoluuias », cf. p. 293 for Garitte’s commentary on 
the tone and authenticity of this letter. 


21 J. CHABOT, ed., Synodicon Orientale (Paris, 1902). See for example pp. 254, 258 


for the Council of A.D. 410, « Nous demandons tous unanimement à notre Dieu miséri- 
cordieux qu’il ajoute des jours aux jours du roi victorieux et illustre, Yezdgerd, Roi des 
rois, que ses années se prolongent dans les générations des générations et les siècles des 
siècles ...»; p. 276 for the Council of 420; pp. 318, 320"for the Council of 544, etc. The 
breach with the West and the assertion of the autonomy of the Persian church was the 
work of the council of Dadiio* in 424. «... Que les Orientaux ne pourront se plaindre 
devant les patriarches occidentaux de leur patriarche. Que toute cause qui ne pourra 
être résolue en présence de celui-ci soit réservée au tribunal du Christ», Ibid., p. 296. 
Cf. J. Lasourt, Le Christianisme dans l’empire perse sous la dynastie sassanide (Paris, 
1904), pp. 49, 87-99, 119-125, and A. CHRISTENSEN, L'Iran sous les Sassanides, 2e éd. 
(Copenhagen, 1944), pp. 270, 281. 

22 P, PEETERS, « Le début de la persécution de Sapor », Recherches, I, pp. 70 et sqq, 
LABOURT, op cit., pp. 43-44, 49-50, 82, etc., CHRISTENSEN, op. cit., p. 268. LABOURT 
observes, op. cit., p. 50 n. 1 « Ce n’est pas dire qu’il n’y ait pas avant 339 des cas isolés 
de persécution ... » but he notes regularly the political character of the persecution from 
339 on. See below n. 30. It is interesting that the official recognition of the Persian 
Church by the State coincided with the improved relations between Yazdgard I and the 
Byzantine Empire, cf. Procorrvus, Persian War, I, ii, particularly sections 8-10. LaBourT, 
op. cit, p. 91. 

23 CHRISTENSEN, op. cit., p. 268, Táni, op. cit., p. 125 notes that after the official 
separation of the Persian Church from the West in 424 the Christian persecutions in 
Iran no longer coincide with the periods of hostility between Byzantium and 
Persia. 
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at Nisibis under the protection of the King of kings 4. Finally, in 
the Armenian sources, the act of treason or of adhesion to the Persian 
side always apparently carries apostasy from Christianity as a corollary, 
whether in the familiar cases of Mérujan Ardzruni, Varazvalan, and 
Vasak of Siwnik‘, or in the feigned apostasy of Vardan Mamikonian 
and his companions at the court of Yazdgard II 25. 

On neither side do these events and actions appear to be dictated 
by mere opportunism or contingency. They rather reflect an accepted 
concept of «loyalty» which is so innate to the temper of the times 
that it is shared by Orthodox Constantinople and Zoroastrian Ctési- 
phon. For Byzantium, the passage of the Imperial dignity from 
Paganism to Christianity had only partially altered the religious 
character of the office. As the Emperor had been pontifex maximus, 
and indeed, significantly retained this title almost to the end of the 
fourth century, so after Constantine the Great, he would become 
isapostolos, christomimetes, co-ruling (in synbasileia) with Christ 26. 
In practical terms this meant that the Emperor could meddle in 
ecclesiastical affairs, confirming all episcopal elections, summoning 
and presiding church councils, even before baptism, as had been 
done by Constantine at Nicaea in 325, and promulgating dogmatic con- 
ciliar decisions as Imperial constitutions. Legally, it permitted the assi- 
milation of religious dissent to criminal activity with the appropriate 
penalties, whether in the deposition and exile of the dissenting bishops, 
or in the reiterated provisions of the Codex Theodosianus and particul- 
arly the Codex Justinianus which reduced heretics to the level of 


24 A. Vöösus, The School of Nisibis (Louvain, 1000), D pp. 32-56; LABOURT, op. cit., 


pp. 143-165. 


25 F.B., IV, xxiii-xxiv, xxxi-xliii, lvii-lviii; V, xxxviii, xliii; Lazarus of P‘arpi, 
History of Armenia, xix, xxvii-xxviii, xxxi; Eli8é, History of the Vardanians, iii-iv, 
etc. It is interesting to observe that Vasak’s pena: of sides entails a change in religion, 
cf. CHRISTENSEN, op. cit., p. 288. 

26 F. Dvorniz, The Idea of Apostolicity in ue and the Legend of the Apostle 
Andrew (Cambridge, Mass., 1958), p. 4, «... the predominant position of the emperor in 
early Christian political philosophy must be born in mind. The cardinal principle that 
the emperor was the representative of God on earth was rooted in Hellenistic political 
philosophy, and was accepted and adapted by Christian thinkers after the conversion 
of Constantine the Great ... » See also, F. Dvoenix, Early Christian and Byzantine 
Political Philosophy (Washington, 1966), II, pp. 611 et sqq., K.M. Szrrow; Christian 
Attitude toward the Emperor in the Fourth Century (New York, 1941), G. LADNER, ¢ The 
Concept of the Image in the Greek Fathers and the Iconoclastic Controversy», Dum- 
barton Oaks Papers, VII (1953), pp. 2-22, et al. 


ARMENIA IN THE FOURTH CENTURY 349 


second-class citizens barred from all Imperial service and full civil 
rights 27. On a theoretical basis, the official doctrine of Eusebius of 
Caesarea, first expressed in the Imperial presence at the tricennalia 
of Constantine I, and maintained thereafter to the end of the Empire, 
proclaimed the belief that « ... as there is one God, ... so there is one 
king», and, equating monotheism and monarchy, made of the Empe- 
ror, Christ’s vicar on earth, an icon of the divine perfection 28. 
Similarly, the Persian king, divine brother of the Sun and Moon, 
« formed in the image of the gods» 2°, could hardly tolerate religious 
opposition in his realm. But, most interestingly, in the case of the 
Christians, he identified this doctrinal disagreement with a political 
threat. No persecution of the Christians had preceded the adoption 
of this religion by the rival Roman Empire, and the point of view of 
the King of kings is clearly expressed in the accusation of Shahpuhr II 
which forms the pretext for the beginning of the persecution, « … 
Simon [the leader of the Christians] strives to arouse his... people to 
rebel against me. He wishes to make them the slaves of Caesar their 
coreligionist...» 2°, Subsequently, Christian dissenters, whether the 


27 O.Th., XVI, 5; C.J.C., II, CJ, I, 6, etc. These provisions were repeated in later 
legislation such as the Basilica. 
28 EUSEBIUS OF CAESAREA, ¢ De laudibus Constantini, » iii, PQ, XX, 1329B, 1332A, » 
(... Kämera ris oùpaviou Baoieias eixéu kekoaumuévos, avw Brenwy, xara THY dpyérurov 
Bday rods xd7w GiakvBepr@v iOdver, uovépyou Suvacretas pupypar, Kpararovpevos° ... 
.… Seo 5% els Oeds, dA’ où Svo, ode rpeîs, oùdè Ere mÂeloves ... els Baoieds, Kai ó rovrov 
Adyos Kai vópos Baowixds els, où puaoi Kai avdAdaBais ékpovoëuevos, où" ev ypadais xai 
arjAas xpévou pire Sazravapevos, Cav è Kai ipeotds Geds Adyos, rois tx’ aërôv xal per 
adrdy macı tiv roô [Tarpos Stararrépevos Baosreiay ... » Once formulated this thesis far 
from being abandoned was only intensified by later writers such as Agapetus. It was 
officially stated in the preface to the Isaurian Ekloga, and still echoed as late as the letter 
of the patriarch Antonius to prince Vasili of Moscow. See E. Barker, From Alexander 
to Constantine (Oxford, 1955), Byzantine Social and Political Theories (Oxford, 1958), 
and above n. 26. i 
29 See the letter of Xusrô I Anöšarvan to Justinian I in Menander, « Excerpta de 
legationibus», CSHB, p. 353. Cf. the titulature in the inscription of the « Ka‘ba of 
Zoroaster », A. Manica, Recherches sur les Res Gestae Divi Saporis (Louvain, 1952), p. 11, 
(... èx yévous Geddy … HIR... ds ex Oediv xapaxrnpileras ... »; Amm. Marcel., XXIII, vi, 
6; also CHRISTENSEN, op. cit., p. 260. . 
30 « Simon veut exiter ses disciples et son peuple à la rébellion contre mon empire. 
Il veut en faire des esclaves de César leur coreligionnaire : voilà pourquoi il n'obéit pas 
à mes ordres, ¢ ASSEMANI, Acta martyrum orientalium, I, 20, apud LABOURT, op. cit., 
p. 46. «Si toi qui es le Roi des rois le maître de toute la terre, tu envoyais des lettres 
magnifiques et générales de ta Majesté ... à César, il n'en tiendrait aucun compte; si 
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Nestorians of the School of Edessa or the Monophysite Armenians 
favoured by Xusrô II, became acceptable to the Persian crown as 
soon as their heterodox beliefs made them personae non gratae at the 
Byzantine court and forced them to seek the protection of the Kings 
of kings against Imperial oppression 31. 

It is particularly interesting to observe in this context that all the 
religious prerogatives of Constantine the Great were conceded to 
Yazdgerd I at the Council of Seleucia-Ctesiphon of 410 which marked 
the official recognition of the Christian church in Persia : The Kings 
of kings summoned the council, which met in his capital, and the 
decisions of the assembled bishops, not only received royal sanction, 
but were proclaimed as law in the king’s name by his officials, the 
vuzurg-framadhar and the argabadh, who were present at the last 
session of the council and received the formal acclamation of the 
assembly #2, Moreover, the election of Isaac as katholikos was ratified 


par contre, Simon lui adressait un petit bout de lettre, César se léverait, se prosternerait, 
la recevrait de ses propres mains et accomplirait ses ordres avec empressement. Avec 
cela, point de secret que Simon n’écrive à César pour le lui faire connaître». BEDJAN, 
Acta martyrum et sanctorum, I, 143, LABOURT, loc.cit., VÜGBUS, op. cit., pp. 1-2 ; CHRISTEN- 
SEN op. cit., pp. 266, 268, etc., also above n. 22, 

31 LABOURT, op. cit., p. 139 on Barsauma’s insistence that Peroz’s support of Nestor- 
ianism would reinforce the loyalty of Persian Christians against the Monophysitism of 
Zeno. Also my chapter on « The Cultural Relations of Byzantium and the Sasanians», 
in the forthcoming vol. III of the Cambridge History of Iran. The favour of Xusr6 IE 
Abharvéz to the Monophysites is attested throughout and its part and parcel of the 
romantic tales of his favourite Sirin. It was so marked that Stephen of Tarawn (Asolik) 
asserts that the king had ordered that orthodox (i.e. Chalcedonian) churches be destroyed 


. in his realm and that all Christians follow the « Armenian» faith, Stephen of Tarawn, 


Universal History (St. Petersburg, 1885), pp. 95-97. (My attention was called to this 
passage by my colleague V.A. Arutiunova to whom I should like to express my thanks). 
32 Synodicon Orientale, pp. 256-259. « Au cas où il plairait à Notre-Seigneur, et où le 


. Roi des rois victorieux, écouterait notre demande et permettrait que les évêques se 


rassemblassent et qu’il y eut synode». Ibid., canon xvii, p. 269. « Nous tous, évêques 
de divers lieux, nous nous sommes assemblés par l’ordre du victorieux et illustre Yezdgerd, 
Roi des rois ...». Cf. LABOURT, op. cit., pp. 96, 311-321. It is particularly interesting 
to note here that the royal edict ordering the assembly of the bishops for the Council of 
497 is refered to as « sacra» in the Syriac text in full accordance with the Imperial termi- 
nology, Synodicon Orientale, p. 312 n. 1. 

Ibid., pp. 260-261. « Quelques jours après [la première session], nos saints pères, 
Mar Isaac, catholicos d’Orient, et Mar Marouta, évéque, parlérent au victorieux et 
illustre Roi des rois. Celui-ci avec sagesse et libéralité, rendit un édit et donna des ordres 
à Kosrau-Yezdgerd, son grand vizir, et à Mihr-Sabour, de la maison de l Argabeta, et 
nous entrâmes en leur présence nous tous évêques, et nous les écoutémes ... ils nous 
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by the King of kings, who had indeed designated him %. Finally, 
Isaac’s primacy over other Persian bishops was dictated by his posi- 


tion as bishop of the capital following a point of view then prevailing 


in the Byzantine Empire and which would subsequently be embodied 
in the controversial twenty-eighth canon of the Council of Chalce- 
don #4, In short, the position of the pagan King of kings vis-à-vis 
the Christian church seems to have presented an exact parallel to that 
of his Imperial counterpart 5. 


parlèrent ainsi : ,... maintenant le Roi des rois vous a procuré une grande paix et une 
grande tranquilité ... Yezdgerd, Roi des rois, ordonne maintenant ainsi ... si quelqu'un 
leur [les chefs de l’église] fait opposition et violente leur volonté, qu’il nous le disent, 
et nous, nous le dirons au Roi des rois; et sa malice sera punie, quel qu'il soit’. ... Et 
nous dimes & haute voix ... que quiconque n’acceptera pas et se conduira avec un esprit 
perturbateur postérieurement à cette définition, soit totalement rejets ... de toute Église 
du Christ ... qu'il soit condamné par la sentence sévère du Roi des rois, et soit jeté dans 
des liens durs, dans la honte et le mépris ». Zbid., canon xvii, pp. 269-270. « Que la censure 
et Panathéme ... demeurent sur celui qui osera transgresser ce canon, ainsi que le chati- 
ment du Roi des rois». Zbid., p. 273. « Si quelqu'un ... ose attaquer cette définition, sa 
parole sera rapportée au roi; et il recevra son châtiment du Roi des rois et du sy- 
node... » Cf. LABOURT, op. cit., pp. 95-97. 

33 Synodicon Orientale, p. 260. Isaac is to be sure elected canonically «... évêque, 
comme le chef élu de ses collègues ...», but the royal interference and confirmation of 
the election is unmistakable, e.g. Ibid., p. 261, «... [les] allées et venues du catholicos 
Isaac, près du roi des rois, à qui il a été agréable de l’établir chef de tous les chrétiens 
de l’Orient ... Yezdgerd, Roi des rois, ordonne maintenant ainsi : “Tout homme que vous 
choisirez et que vous saurez apte à gouverner et à diriger le peuple de Dieu, qui aura été 
été établi par les évêques Isaac et Marouta, sera chef. Que personne ne se sépare d'eux ... ». 
Cf. LABoURT, op. cit., pp. 98, 100, etc. 

34 Synodicon Orientale, canon xxi, pp. 271-272. « L'évêque qui occupe un siège quel- 
conque doit partager l'honneur dû à son siège et à sa ville malgré sa jeunesse. 

Le premier et principal siège est celui de Séleucie et Ctésiphon; l’évêque qui l’occupe 
eat le grand métropolitain et le chef de tous les évêques ». Cf. also canon xii, bid., p.266. 

See Dvornix, The Idea of Apostolicity, p. 4-8 for the prevailing custom of equating 
the position of a bishop with the dignity of his see. Also, Ibid., p. 81-92 for the 28th 
canon of Chalcedon which still reflected this point of view and was consequently rejected 
by Pope Leo I as incompatible with the Roman apostolic claim. ¢... Kai yap T Opove 
ris mpeoBurépas “Pduns Sià ro BaciÂebeav rir nów exelyny of marépes eixdrws dnoĝeðwkacı 
TÒ mpeofeta xal TÔ aùr okonĝ rivoÿuevos of pr Deogur€oraro: eniakonoi Tà ioa npeofeta 
ànévepav r@ THs véas ‘Paps dywwrdrw Opdvep ebÂdyws kpivavres thv Bacwela kal avyk\iÿre 
Tiunleloav nów Kai rôv lowv drodatovoay npeoßelwv ri mpeoBurépg Pandi& ‘Pun ral 

-év rois ékkAmoraoruxoîs ws ékeivnv peyacúveoba: npáypaoı Sevrépay per’ èreivnv Ürépxov- 
gay... ». 

35 To be sure, much of the observed similarity in organization of the Byzantine 
and Persian churches was due to the canons of the Council of Nicaea I, which Marut'a 
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Under these circumstances, any clear cut division between politics 
and religion becomes impossible. A religious move such as the pro- 


mulgation of the Henotikon of Zeno in 482, with its appeal to Armenian 


religious sentiments, can be countered by a political concession of 
autonomy, with the appointment of Vahan Mamikonian as marzpan 
ca. 486 38, An «Orthodox» Armenia in communion with Constan- 
tinople must still be forcibly converted to Zoroastrianism in the 
mid-fifth century, but one-and-a-half centuries later Monophysite 
Armenia will loyally support Xusrd II against Vahram Chobén 57. 
In such a world no line can separate heresy, let alone apostasy, from 
treason, and the term «loyalty» must necessarily carry a religious 
as well as a political connotation. Yet such a conclusion cannot fail 
to have a radical effect on historical interpretation. So that in this 
case too, and with all the attendant scholarly consequences, we may 
be forced to re-think some of our assumptions before imposing them 
on the past. . | 


Columbia University. 


brought to the Council of Seleucia-Ctesiphon of 410, cf. Synodicon Orientale, pp. 253, 
255, and especially 259. Nevertheless, this parallel organization also illustrates the simil- 
arity of concepts which obtained on both sides of the frontier as to the position of the 
ruler in the church, and the absence of a clear distrinction between the ecclesiastical 
and secular spheres. 

36 Lazarus of Parpi, XCIX ; CHRISTENSEN, op. cit., pp. 283-288; R. GROUSSET, Histoire 
de l'Arménie. Des origines à 1071 (Paris, 1947), pp. 226-230; etal. 

3? SeBeos, History of Heraclius, ix, despite the troubles indicated in Zbid., x, which 
may have been caused by the traditional hellenophile policy of the Mamikonean house. 
Cf. CHRISTENSEN, op. cit., p. 445; GROUSSET, op. cit., pp. 249-250; et al. 


